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DECISION AND DISMISSAL OF COMPLAINTStatement of the CaseOn September 7, 1972, the City of Groton Police Union Local 1710, and Council 15, AFSCME, AFL-CIO,hereinafter called the Union, filed a Complaint with the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations,hereinafter called the Board, alleging that the City of Groton (Police) , hereinafter called the MunicipalEmployer has engaged in and is engaging in prohibited practices within the meaning of Section 7-470 (a)item 4 and (c) of the Municipal Employee Relations Act, hereinafter called the Act, in that:"The City has made unilateral changes in the work schedule relating tothe hours of work and has changed the days off of employees in thebargaining unit without negotiations with the Union on such changes. "Pursuant to notices given all parties, the Board held hearings on the Complaint on January 16, 1973 andon January 24, 1973, at the Municipal Building, 295 Meridian Street, Groton, Connecticut, at which timethe parties appeared and were given full opportunity to adduce evidence and examine and cross-examinewitnesses and make argument. Briefs were filed by both parties.THE ISSUEShould the Board exercise jurisdiction over the subject matter of the complaint?The Union in its brief states that the changing of work schedules by the City of Groton is a condition ofemployment and, as such, is a proper matter for negotiations as provided for under Section 7-470 (c) ofthe Act and consistent with decisions of the Board, Town of Hamden vs. The Hamden Paid Fireman Sick



Benefit Association, Decision No. 1044; and Town of Groton (Police Department) vs. The Policemen’sBenevolent Association of Connecticut Groton Post No. 3, Inc., Decision No. 806.At the time of the alleged unilateral action by the City of Groton, there was a need for supervision bysergeants on weekends. The chief and lieutenant did not work weekends. Unless sergeants were on duty,police protection was under the control of patrolmen. Thus the City of Groton assumed it had a right torevise the existing schedule. The members of the bargaining unit most affected by the change, thesergeants, unanimously agreed to the need for this supervision with the exception of one. Upon the entirerecord before us, we are unable to conclude the City of Groton acted in bad faith in revising the existingwork schedule and committing a prohibited practice.As we have stated in the Newington1/matter, where unilateral employer action is alleged to consistsolely in a breach of contract, without a bona fide claim that the employer has acted in bad faith or hasrepudiated the contract, then the arbitration process is to be preferred over adjudication by the Board.Problems of contract interpretation are primarily for arbitration; questions of unfair or prohibitedpractice for this Board. What was presented before us involves a contract interpretation, thus we dismissthe complaint. FINDINGS OF FACT1. The Municipal Employer. The City of Groton is a municipal employer within the meaning of theAct.2. City of Groton Police Union Local 1710, and Council 15, AFSCME, AFL-CIO is a labor organizationhaving as its primary purpose the improvement of wages, hours and other conditions ofemployment of municipal employees.CONCLUSIONS OF LAWUpon the foregoing Findings of Fact, and upon the entire record of the proceedings, the Board finds andconcludes as a matter of law:1. The City of Groton is a municipal employer within the meaning of Section 7-467(1) of the Act.2. City of Groton Police Union Local 1710, and Council 15, AFSCME, AFL-CIO is a labor organizationwithin the meaning of Section 7-467(3) of the Act.3. The facts alleged in the complaint and shown by the evidence do not indicate bad faith or arepudiation of the contract but primarily a question of contract interpretation.4. The Board should not exercise its jurisdiction to adjudicate the issues raised by the complaint.
1/ Town of Newington Board of Education and Local 1303 of Council #4, Decision No. 1116



O R D E RBy virtue of and pursuant to the powers vested in the Connecticut State Board of Labor Relations by theMunicipal Employee Relations Act, it isORDERED that the complaint herein be, and the same hereby is, dismissed.


